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PREFACE ‘
A (U') Th:ls Memorandtm is part of a cantinu.ing -ocudy. },mdct the aus—
pices ofothe.Advanced Research Projects Agency, of varinns nilitary and -
political aspects of war terminatiom in Vietnam. It is based on the
premise that in the settlement of the present conflict in Vietnam,‘
policymAkers may find useful an explication of the earlier French
< experience in terminating a conflict in the same country with the
same adversary. In an earlier but related work, RM-5729-1~ARPA,
Prisoners of War tn Indochtna (U), January 1969, Secret, the-author
examined in detail the disposition of prisoncrs of war in the Geneva--J‘
Agreements of 1954 and the Laos Protocol of 1962 gnd assessed the
effectiveness of the provisions and their possible relevance to the
.current situation. The present Memorandum is the first of a two-part
analysis of another critical issue in the Geneva Agreements of 1954-
1955 the regroupment, withdrawal, and transfer of troops. It deals
with negotiations, terms, and the initial regroupment of forcea
throughout Vietnam but covers only the withdrawals and transfers that
took place in the North. The withdrawals and transfers in South -
Vietnam will be covered in a future report,

(U) The author, a consultant to Rand's Social Science Department,
is a former member of the U.,S. Foreign Service, who served as politi-
cal officer in the American Embassy in Saigon from July 1954 to
September 1956, During this time, she became well acquainted with
the operation of the International Control Commission (ICC) and its
role in the implementation of the 1954 Geneva Agreements. Her
RM-2967-ARPA, The Omg'ms and Operations of the International Control
Commission in Laos aid Vietnam (U), Apr'il 1962, Secret, reflects that

*
¢

€

knowledge and experience.

(U) An earlier Rand study produced under the. aame.ptogtan‘ia
RH-SS96—ABPA Advantages and Risks of a Cease-Fire: Some possible Ehemy
Perceptions (U), April 1968, Confidential. :
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SUMMARY

" (U) At a time when the U.S;'is’seeking to reduce its own involve-

{;¥@gnt.and<to find a peaceful solution to the present conflict in
o Viétnam, it is appropriate to examine the earlieriFrench experience
in terminating a conflict in that same countrj. An analysis of some

of the problems and solutions of 1954, and of the positions and

‘behavior of the adversary at that timé, may provide useful background

datavshauld situations arise similar to those of the past.

(U) This Memorandum examines one aspect of the earlier expéri—

'”ence —- the regroupment, withdrawals, and transfers effected as a’’

. 'result of the Geneva Agreement on the Cessation of Hostilities in

*
Vietnam, signed by the French and Vietminh Commands in 1954.
“ (U) Seme of the notewerthy features of the Vietminh negotiating

'js:yle at the Geneva Conference were their maneuvers to secure agree-
1ﬁiment on ‘broad political principles before discuseing terms of-a
:,military settlement, their pteference for covert- bilateral talka

with the French ‘outside the Conference framework, and their attempts

‘to force the adversary to reveal his hand before they revealed their .
own. Though they constantly urged the Conference to give priority

to discussion of a political settlement, they made certain that their
military operations in the field were geared to support their political

demands, to make prompt use of information gleaned by their negotiators

at the Conference table, to take advantage of political, psychological,
and military wgaknessés of the adversary, and to improﬁe their military
positions in Vietnaq\in case the peace negotiations should break down
(Section II, and pp. 85-88.)

Part I of this two-part study deals with negotiations, terms,
and the initial regroupment of forces throughout Vietnam, but covers .
only the withdrawals and transfers that took place in the North.
This should be kept in mind when considering the paper's comments
on Vietminh implementation of the Agreement, the relative degree of
success of the operations, and the effectiveness of the supervision

- provided. The withdrawals and transfers in South Vietnam will be

covered in Part II.
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~.a passive one -- a presence that acted as a safeguard. Bowever, the major -
.}safeguard that ensured orderly military transfers in N;tth Vietnam . '
was the wish of each side to avoid a resumption of hostilities, pa:tly
because of the trump card held by the other — the PAVN (People's

% ! -
. French and U.S. governments to have.cdntingency plans, in case of

UINULADDLL L1uad,
o o e D R §

(U) One of the interesting developments was the limited role
played by the ICC (International Commission for Supervision and

‘Control) in supervising the tegféupment and withdrawal provisions

of the Agreement. The_ptovisional Tegroupment was actually completed
in North Vietnam before the ICC had established its headquarters at
Hanoi, and was completed throughout Vietnam long before the ICC was

‘staffed to place personnel in the DMZ (Demilitarized Zone), let

alone supervise scattered troop movements (Section III).

!(U)- As was to be expected, the JC (Joint Commission) did the
detailed planning for the periodic withdrawal of forces, and for the _
civil police, and military transfers of Hanoi (Sections IV and V 1),.
Haiduong (Section V, 2), and Haiphong (Section V, 3). But it also
assumed the major role in supervising execution of these operations.
With two 1mportant exceptions, the role of the ICC was essentially

© -

Army of Vietnam) could overrun the withdrawing French forces, and the

“latter could déatroy the infrastructure before departing (80-83
and 116-118),

(U) As the Geneva Conference drew to a close, the French re-
garded as their major problem in the post-Conference period the disen~
gagement of their forces and the military transfers in North Vietnam.

.-They underestimated the difficulties they would face in trying to

remove from the DRV (Democratic Republic of Vietnam) zone military
and civilian equipment of U.S. and French origin, and in evacuating
North Vietnamese civilians who had the right to choose their zone
of residence, under’' the terms of the Geneva Agreement.

(U) Vietminh efforts to retain intact the physical plant and
infrastructure of North Vietnam became tho.nosﬁ serious threat
‘to orderly transfers in that zone7(pp.\39442). And failure of the:

an exodus from the North, jeopardized the orderly movement of forces
by overwhelming logistic facilities, and left the GVN (Covernment of

UNCLASSIFIED.
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trials similar to trials conducted to cover reprisals against those
who had opposed the Vietminh during the war (pp. 107-108 and 98-99).
(U) Probably the one word that would best characterize the .

Vietminh takeover of French provisional areas in North Vietnam is
"preparedness," for the DRV (Democratic Republic of [North].Vietnam)
entered Hanoi, its new capital, prepared to assume full military,
administrative, economic, and political control of its zone as rapidly ?
as possible -- and prepared to violate the Geneva Agreement to do so,
if necessary. |

, .(U) It increased imports of military supplies from Communist -
China, and avoided ICC detection in the process (Section VII, pp. 92-
95). It installed a Military and Administrative Committee to run
cach town and surrounding area as: it was. :aken over. (usiug teptesen:a-

dmer e -

"tives of peopla 8 organizations and Vietminh cadres to dilcemiaate’aw

- S - - -

—— .-.....-&-

explain adminiatrative directives) and used the census Atgtic 3
‘and limitations on internal travel to facilitgto survcilliﬁce ofv Tt
the populttion (pp. 95-96), It met the unexpected food crisis with ' _';ﬁﬂ
forced laber, harsh land reforms, aid from the USSR, ;nd-:rade‘with . '
the South (pp. 99-100); it began rebuilding its economy with the
help of technical advisers and equipment from the Communist bloc :
nations, heavy taxation of business profits,_Cqmmunist Chinese coolies,
and forced labor including illegally detained PWs (pp. 100-102).

 (U) " The preparedness of the DRV was most striking in the
political field. In less than three months it regimented the popula-
tion in its zome to an extraordinary degree. To do this it uged
military and politic;I‘cadres. organizations of youth, women, labor,
etc., domestic and foreign publications, visits by delegations from S
the Communist bloc,'a;d a widespread and intensive program of e
political indoctrination at every level. It even used the initial -~ .
contacts finally established with the South (postal exchanges) to
attempt to conduct a political campaign in the GVN zone (pﬁ.f;Oz-iiO)._

’ - o e
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I. INTRODUCTION

(U) Whethet negotiations lead to a formal settlement in the
present Vietnam conflict, or to informal agreements supplemented by
unilateral actions, at some point the adversaries may find it neces-~
sary to provide for a temporary regroupment of forces, successive
withdrawals, or a standstill on'existing battlelines -- or possibly
for a combination of these formulas: a provisional regroupment of
some PAVN (People's Army of Vietnam) and U.S. forees, a standstill of
ARVN (Army of the Republic of Vietnam) and VC (Vietcong) forces until ..
the GVN (Government of [South] Vietnam) and NLF (National Liberation
Front) havevworked out (and perhaps implemented) a political settle-

ment, and reciprocal withdtavals of the remaining PAVN and U.S. forces.

- (U) 1hough the frame of reference and the parties to the presené““.
‘”conflict differ from those‘off:he_rrench Indochina War of 1946—1954,
-'hany of the iseues and p:SiléZS"KFE :1;ilar. end the: ad%et-ary has
not changed. It may therefore be useful to examine cricically the
negotiations that terminated the previous conflicc, and the terms,
implementation, and supervision of the agreements concluded by the
belligerent parties with respect to regroupment, withdrawals, and
transfers in Vietnam. The following classified history of these
aspects of the French Indochina War may serve as a guide or reminder

if similar problems should be faced by the United States in the future.
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(U) 1II. GENEVA CONFERENCE

(u) NEGOTIAIIONS ON REGROUPMENT

(U) When tbe Geneva Conference on Indochina convened on May 8,
1954, France's immediate objective was to end the fighting by getting
the Vietminh to sign a limited agreement that would deal only with
the military aspects of the conflict -- the exchange of prisoners,
and the withdrawal and regroupment of forces — after which there
would be an immediate cease-fire throughout Indochina. The discussion
‘of complex and time-consuming political and economic issues -- such
as the reunification of Vietnam or:France's future role in Indochina —
‘was to be postponed until after the cease-firn.
(v). Eowever, ;ho Vietminh wgte aunre of the deep weariness and ':'
_,groving df;;;aé in fééééé over. the war. of the mountingwoonocrn ove: -
' @;ne heavy- casualties -among career officers, of tho shock caused by ';if'
' the defeat at Dien Bien Phu where 10,000 Ftench Union troops were |
captured, and of the effect of that defeat on the.morale of Vietnamese
troops fighting under {French coamand. They therefore had reason to
believe that, by stalling at the Conference table andLnakigg maximum
use of military pressure and propaganda in the field, they could
deny France the quick military settlement it sought, and thus might
obtain both political and military concessions that would enable them
to win the prize they had lost in 1946 - the control of a unified
Vietnanm. . ' | _ '
‘ (U) Though most of the nine delegations attending the Conference
quickly agreed on the need to determine military regroupment areas
' in Vietnam as the first step toward a cease-fire, it took twelve
weeks for the French and Vietminh to agree on provisional and final
tegroupnen: areas fot :heit respective forces.

(U) During these weeks, major differences between the parties

centered on four questions -

s

Delegations of France, U.K., U.S., Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam,
USSR, PRC, and DRV.

This paper deals only with the regroupment in Vietnam.
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— Who should discuss and determine the areas of military
regroupment? '

— Who must regroup?

— What specific areas should be designated for each side?

-- And, once the political decision to ‘partition Vietnam
had been made, when should the finsi withdrawal north
and south of this line be completed?

(V) Discussion and Detetmination of Areas

- (U) 1I1f the discussion of regroupment areas was to be the first
order of business, it was apparent that the French and Vietminh
High Coumands would have to engage in direct talks. Unexpectedly,

the question of where these talks should be held became a major issue.
"t: o @ Debate in the Conference indicated that the French delegate,
f;_hardeline Foreign Minister ceorges Bidsult, wsnted to maintain close
'Vsupervision and policy control over the ‘Freach side at the,pilitary

talks because of the political implications of regroupment decisions.
Therefore, he wanted the talks held at Geneva. On the other hand, it
was to the interest of the Vietminh to hold bilateral talks where the
French negotiators would be far removed from Bidault's direct influ-
ence, from U.S. pressure for an even harder line than Bidault's, and
from the watchful, suspicious eyes of delegates of the Government of
Vietnam (GVN) who feared a French sell-out. The two Commands might
thus be able to éxplore~the possibility of partitiom, a solution that
the French could‘not discuss in the presence of GVN or U.S. delegates
since France had :old both govstnnents that it would not consider
partition.

.

@ The Vieminh waited for the French to make the first move
toward bilateral talks. Bidault did so one week after the Conference
opened when he. suggested that representatives of the ‘High Commands
‘of the French Union Forces (FUF) and of the ‘People's Army of Vietnam
(PAVN) meet at Geneva to discuss regroupment areas in Vietnam.

‘Bidault emphasized then (and tepeatedly thareafter) that the Commanders~— L
in-Chief would be called upon to submit recommendations to the ) S e
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Conference and to work out the technical details of regroupment, but
that the Conference —— and not the Commanders-in-Chief -- would
determine the areas of regroupment. |

(@ When the Vietminh failed to respond to the French invitation, .
British Co-Chairman Eden repeated the suggestion. In a formal
proposal to the Conference on May 25, he called upon representatives
of the two Commands to "meet immediately in Geneva' where they would
work -out regroupment areas for Vietnam "as their first task,”" and
report their findings and recommendations to the Conference "as soon
as possible."” Meanwhile the Conference would discuss the question
of international supervision of any agreements eventually conclu@ed;

QI) At the same session, Vietminh Foreign Minister, Pham Van

- Dong, indicated in a circuitous manner that his govermment might

~ but at the: same time he rejected the ptoposal fot bilaternl nilitary
ftalks ‘at Geneva unlesa the two Commands also met 1n Vietnam

(0)" ““ceneva Conference on Indockina (May 8-July 21, 1954), U.S.

be interested 1n a regroupment pattern that would partition Vietnan,

" (@ Vhen the British revised their proposal accordingly and
resubmitted it to the Conference on May ?9, Bidault promptly accepted
it and announced that representatives of the French and VNA Commands
would be available in Geneva on June 1. However, he carefuliy avoided
suggesting a date for contacts in the field. )

(@ It then became apparent that what the Vietminh really
wanted was a meeting in the field in preference to one at Geneva,
or, at the very least, simultaneocusly with a Geneva meeting.

(‘ Pham Van Dong specifically advocated a renewal of the
bi{ftexal military contacts established earlier in Vietnam to arrange
for an exchange of wounded PWs. In responding to the British proposal,“ 
he harped on this theme: ‘ ‘

(@ . . . direct contacts are a good method. The
question of Dien-Bien-Phu wounded gives an example.
We accept therefore that direct contacts. between
the two forces be established here and in Indochina.

>_document, May 25, ICR/6 (U), Confidential. % i
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Making these contacts, we should examine what exists
now. . . . Contacts on the spot are most important.
Why have the French failed to mention 1it? . . . We
are urging this Conference to agree on contact om
the spot. There is a precedent in the Dien Bien Phu
agreement. Its good:provisions were unfortunately
discarded. . . . We are in favor of on-the-spot
contact. . . . I believe we should continue and
develop our existing contact with the French Delega—
tion., . . « We should make this contact permanent.

@ Hinting that the Vietminh might boycott military talks at
Geneva if the French refused to meet in the field, Dong warned that
there might be "some delay" in the arrival of a PAVN representative. ..
A recess was called to give the Chairman an opportunity to resolve
the impasse, but Dong refused to agree to any specific date for the
Geneva talks, promising only that he would give his reply "before
the first of June."

. (@. In support of Dong 8 position, Co-Chairman Holotov asserted

that questions relating to regtoupment should be discusaed*by represent— e
atives of the two Commands, "provided that the talks in Geneva take
place at the same time as talks on the spot in Indochina."**
@ Hovever, when the May 29 session finally closed, all
delegations had accepted the British resolution, which still set
n;'apecific date for contacts in the field. It read as follows:

(@ 1o order to facilitate the early and simul-
taneous cessation of hostilities it 1s proposed
that:

a. Repreaent@tives of the two Commands should
meet immediately in Geneva and contacts should
also be established on the spot.

b. They should study the dispositions of the
forces to be made upon the cessation of
hostilities, beginning with the question-
of regrouping areas in Vietnam.

c. They should report their findings and recom-
mendations to the Conference as soon as
possible.

,.

* ) : , : '
1) Geneva Conference, U.S. document, May 29, ICR/8 (U), Confidential.
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It 1s agreed that the date of the first meeting
of the representatives of the twe Cpgmandejin
Geneva shall be fixed before June 1.

(@ In response to this resolution, representatives of the two

Commands met at Geneva on June 2. But the French had good reason

to suspect that the Vietminh did eot intend to engage in serious
discussions on regroupment, for their "military" delegation included
only one military officer.**

(@ When the talks opened, it was apparent that the Vietminh
were still intent on arranging for a meeting in Vietnam, for they
promptly proposed that both sides immediately telegraph their
respective Commands directing them to establish contact, without
delay, in order to set up a Military Commission in Vietnam.

) Gll The senior French military delegate, General Delteil, was
jprobably correct vhen he observed thet the Vietminh wented talks w',w
-fin the field "for the adverse effect 1: would have on the morale and‘
"'the will to fight of the French Union Forces." ***” But the fact that
the GVN had assigned two delegates to sit in on the military ‘talks

v Yoo
Ve
T U

i

‘at Geneva, in order to watch the French for any siguns of "defeatist
concessions" to the Vietminh, was probably also a factor,****
especialiy if the Vietminh did not plan to limit the talks to the
. technical details of regroupment. On May 26, the Soviet news agency
TASS had suggested bilateral talks at Geneva and in the field to
discuss not only a general cease-fire but alsd'"all other questions
considered by the Conference" -- an indication that the Vietmioh
were probably thinking along those linee.*****

= @» Though the French repeatedly assured the U.S. that they

would not fall into the Vietminh "trap" ‘by starting talks in the

Ibtd ppo 17-18. . S
Geneva Tel., USDEFREP, GENTO 50, June 5, 1954 (U), Secret. P
(U) GenevavTel., USDEFREP, GENTO 59, June 16, 1954 (U), Secret.

Rk
(u)***Geneva Tel., SECTO 374, June 4, 1954 (U), Secret. S
*ekieirk o DN
U Geneva Conference, U.S. document: "U.S. Intelligence Notes V, K
May 31, 1954 (U), Secret.

) *
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in support of their reapective claims to territory in Vietnam over
which they allegedly_had control, but they could not agree on what
constituted "control." Finally, after producing only an agreed
summary of the ten inconclusive meetings, the talks recessed on
June 18 when the new; more conciliatory govermment of Premier Mendes-
France took over in France -- and the less compromising Premier Diem
was appointed to form a government in.South Vietnam. By this time
certain French authorities had already begun considering the poaéibility
of using the underground talks for high-level political as well as
military negotiations with the Vietminh. These began on June 21 when
’ Chauvel sought a meeting with Dong.* . N

(0},‘?3/Zi' It was only after the underground talks had, unknewn to
the GVN, produced agreement on the partitioning of Vietnam that a
meeting of the FUF and PAVN High Commands took plaee in the field.**
.The PAVN delegation, headed by a general, and the FUF delegation,
‘headed by a colonel, met on June 29 at Trung Gia, about 30 kilometets
north of Hanoi. But the meeting turned into a fiasco. Having already
lured the French into bilateral political and military talks at Geneva,
and having obtained the publicity attend;n: upon getting the French |
to schedule what appeared to be a cease-fire meeting in Vietnam in
the midst of combat, the PAVN representative then eancelled the
meeting which was no longer important to the Vietminh. His excuse
for doing so was his objection to the lower rank of the senior French
delegate and the presence of GVN representetives.***

(\)) m/ ® On July 4, after the FUF withdrawal from the Delta was
completed and the military phase of the underground talks had ended,

(44)) *Geneva Tel., SEpTO 498, June 21, 1954 (U), Secret.

qJ)GlD Ihe GVN was unaware of France's agreement to leave all of NWVN
to the Vietminh -- and of the US/UK decision on June 29 to accept such
terms if necessary — until July 15-16; Geneva SECTO 557, July 16, :
' 1954 (U) Secret; Geneva SECTO 633, July 17, 1954 (U) Secret.

) Saigon Tel., USARMA - OARMA - MC-350, June 30 1954 (U), Secret.
The PAVN decision may also have been motivated by the fact that the
FUF had suddenly begun its withdrawal from the Tonkin Delta and had
just suffered a serious defeat at Ankh& -- two events that the Viet-
minh probably wanted to assess politically before their local
commander engaged in military talks.

”'ﬁ
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field before agreement had been reached at Geneva on the framework
for such talks, nevertheless, when it was apparent that the Geneva
military talks were getting nowhere, the FUF representative proposed
to his Vietminh counterpart that they jointly send a telegram to the
two Commands in Vietnam instructing them to establish contact at

one of the three points then being used for the exchange of PWs.

When the Vietminh demurred for several days, the French ordered their
High Command to have a liaison officer available on June 14 at Dinh
Cau (a PW exchange ﬁoint), and informed the Vietminh of this move.
But the Vietminh made no attempt to establish contact.* They seemed.-
to have lost interest in meetings in the field, or so it appeared

to other Conference delegations unaware of new developments behind
the scenes.

' The fact was thet on June 8 -— at the suggestion of the then'
senior French delegate, Jean Cheuvel — a member of the Ftench military
delegation, Colonel de Brebisson, had approached his opposite number.'“
Colonel Ha Van Lau, to seek clarification of Dong's ambiguous May 25
regroupment proposal. Thereafter, the two senior French and Vietminh
participants in the military talks (General Delteil and Colonel de
Brebisson on the one side, and Deputy Minister of National Defense,

Ta Quang Buu, and Colonel Ha Van Lau on the other) engaged in "under-
ground" negotiations. The major difference between the open and the
secret military talks, both being conducted simultaneously, was that
the underground talks were concealed from both the GVN and the
Conference. Indeed, their existence was actually denied by the
Vietminh delegate wh;; a Prench source leaked the story. Belatedly,
the French told the"qks;lih gteaévaecrecy;‘that the underground
talks were going on, and, under pressure, provided limited informatiom-
on the tren& of the negotiations.**

o Keenwhiie, the nil-ic;ry talks attended by the GVN‘ were
nnderocendebly making no progrese. The twe sides exchanged maps

/.

(U) * Geneva Tel., USDEFREP, GENTO 53, June 9, 1954, Part One, Item. 4
(U), Secret, and Geneva Tel., USDEFREP, GENTO 58 June 16, 1954, Item

8 (U), Secret. ' ;;;
) ax Geneva Tel,, DULTE 180, June 14, 1954 (U), Secret, U%g{éssggsED
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the Trung Gia talks finally got underway to discuss some of the
military aspects of the anticipated cease-fire. Though'the senior
French representative was still a colonel, and the GVN was still
represented, neither fact seemed to bother the PAVN delegate any
longer —— possibly because he was able to confroant the FUF delegate
in daily secret sessions from which the GVN delegate was barred.*

(U)  The parties meeting in Vietnam formed the Trung Gia Military
Commission (TGMC) mentioned in the Geneva Agreements with reference
to the removal of mines (Art. l2a), the designation of air corridors
in North Vietnam (Art. 13), the disengaganent of combatants (Art.
15f), the determination of personnel to be admitted to the DMZ (Art;"S),
and the delimitation of fhe DMZ (Annex I, b). The TGMC discussed
these topics during the final weeks of the Geneva Conference and signed
-several bilateral agreements following conclusion of the Conference. g
In mid-Augugt the TGHC was replaced by the Joint Commission, established
under the terms of the Geneva Agreement. General Van Tien Dung chief
of the Vietminh Delegation at Trung Gia, and General Delteil senior
French negotiator at the secret and underground military talks at
Geneva, became chiefs of their respective delegations to the Joint

Commission.

" (U) who Must Regroup?

(U) There was no acrimonious disagreement about the types of
forces to be regrouped as there often was about other topics. The
Vietminh simply ignored the diatinctions emphasized by the Alli

delegattens.™ N T hw%.m;r‘

() For the names of members of the three five-man delegations,
see Geneva Tel., OARMA -~ MC-361, July 6, 1954(0),}Secret.

(0) **In May, 1954, U.S. intelligence placed the number of Vietminh
forces at 291,000: 185,000 regulars and regionals,. and 106,000 ‘
" Popular Armed Militia (irregulars) See Geneva Cenference, U.S.
document: "U.S.: Intelligence Notes 1V, May 25, 1954" (U), Secret.

(U) These figures were well below French military estimates
for the previous year, which had placed the Vietminh total at about
350,000: 125,000 regulars, 75,000 regionals and 150,000 irregulars.
Later, the French believed that even these figures should have been
higher with respect to regional and irregular forces. (Henri Navarre,
Agonie de L'Indoching, Librairie Plom, Paris, 1956, p. 46, fn. 2.)-

1%
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(l)>59¥/ On the openihg day of the Conference, Bidault proposed that
1311 regular units” in Vietnam be regrouped, and "all elements not
belonging to either the army or the police forces" be disarmed. Sev-
eral weeks later, he found it necesgsary to amplify the French proposal

with reference to both regular and irregular forces:

(})) ;Bf/ . « « by "regular troops" it is intended to mean all
fonstituted and permanently organized units. This remark
has a certain importance because of the terminology

adopted by. the Vietminh which does mnot include under the

term "regular troops” regional troops which are as powerful

and as well armed as the others. , .

(f;) 567 . . o more than one-third of the Vietminh forces are
what we call irregulars, that is to say those which do not
form a part of the troops organized on a permanent basis
which we have already discussed. These elements are scattered
over the whole territory. The Geneva Conference has as its
task the reestablishment of peace in Indochina, It would be
strange that its decisions should apply only to one part of.
the Vietminh and that the rest of these forces would main-
tain full liberty of action in the territories where they
are located. All chance of really reestablishing peace would
thus be set aside. The regular Cambodian and Laotian troops
i{n Cambodia and Laos and the Franco-Vietnamese troops in
their regroupment zones in Vietnam would find their security
seriously menaced by elements which had infiltrated around
them, The life of the country would be in certain cases
compromised, It is essential that the irregular elements
which have not accompanied the regulars in observing
messures previously outlined should be disarmed, This is ome
of the prinmcipal conditions for the return of real peace in
Indochina. *

U) $21/ The following day, the‘Vietminh proposed that each side

withdraw its forces Y5f the regular army" from the territory of the

6ther side, the withdrawal to include "all armed forces of land, )
sea, and air, all military organizatib:i, all the personnel of naval e

and air bases, and all police forces."

*
(U) Geneva Conference, U.S. document (unnumbered and undated),
“gbgervations made by President [eic] Bidault during the general

ARLAGSIFED

** .
(U). - Geneva Conference, 1CR/6, op--ctt. (0), Confidential. S
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(0)@/' How.ver.' in subsequent debate it became apparent that the
Vietminh were not going to agree to any clause in the Agreement
requiring the regrouping or disarming of irregular forces. Although
the French continued to press the point in Conference sessions, they
admitted to U.S. officials privately that it would be impossible
to get all Vietminh guerrillas regrouped or disarmed, and consequenily
that "irregulars and political cadres;rehaining‘;h evacuated areas
could probably not be prevented from continuing efforts to subvert
and take over these areas."* The U.S. nevertheless continued to
advocate the disarping of all irregulars of one side located in the
regroupment area of the other.** -

(U) Though the final settlement did not call for the disarming
of any forces in Vietnam, it did provide for the concentration of
“the armed forces of all kinds" (Art. 15f, 1). Of course, the
terminology covered all guerrilla forces, but it is doubtful that
anyone at the Conference expected it to be so interpreted Ey_thé
Vietminh. ‘

0\ éa/‘ With regard to the regroupment of Vietnamese civilians,
there was little evidence at the outset of the Conferéncé‘chat

the French expected, or were prepared, to evacuate from regroupment
areas assigned to the Vietminh any Vietnamese civilians other than
military dependents, those with French citizeaship, and those who
would be in particular danger because of their close affiliation with
the French. The U.S., however, repeatedly emphasized. the importance
of including in the terms of the settlement provisions for the
eviguation of all civilians wisling to leave areas that would come

under Vietminh control after the cease-fire. In fact, the U.S.

made its acceptance of any Geneva settlement contingent upon

he L L
inclusion of such provisions.*“ o _ Uﬁgl Eg Gt a
. : - i

. * ) N .
(09 Geneva Tel., USDEFREP, GENTO 55, June 16, 1954 (U), Secret. .

(W *"Geneva Tel., SECTO 577, July 9, 1954 (U), Seeret.
Rk~ ’ ’ . . |
(U) - Dept. of State (to Paris) Tel. 5, June 30, 1954- (U), Secret.

(U) This position was clearly stated as point 6 in the
communication of June 29, 1954 to the French govermment, in which R
the U.S. and U.K. listed the conditions under which they would respect L s
an armistice agreement in Indochina. See Anthony Eden, Full Cirole, -
Houghton Mifflin.Company, Boston, 1960,.p. 149. . o




LN A
-1

(THIS PAGE IS UNCLASSIFIED)
: -12-

1)) The need for safeguards became apparent during the Conference
when the French, without advance warning, withdrew their forces from
the southern portion of the Tonkiﬁ Delta and were besieged by thousands
of peasants and townspeople seeking evacuation pefore the arrival of
the PAVN. Even when the French had agreed to divide Vietnam into two -
zones, they {nitially estimated that no more than 100,000 North
Vietnamese civilians would seek :efuge in South Vietnam, instead of

the 650,000 who actually did so.

(y) Where Should the Parties Regroup? ‘ , -

(V) The §irst concrete suggestion for regroupment areas in
Vietnam was made by Premier Laniel. In a speech to the French
National Assembly, tWO months before the Conference on Indochina,

he spelled out the terms that France "would acce?c“ to achieve &

éegsation of hostilities. These were presented a8 demands rather
than proposals: e
(u) In North Vietnam, the Tonkin Delta must be a
well-defined area from which all Vietminh
forces would be required to withdraw, under
strict supervision. The area would be sur-
rounded by no-man's-land.

@ In Central Vietnam, yietminh forces would be
.- Tegrouped i{n areas chosen 80 as to guarantee
the security of the FUF.

() Ino South Vietnam, vietminh troops would be
disarmed and evacua:ed.*

v Thougﬂ.Lanigl stated that his government favored. a
neéotiatéd settlement‘and would consider any peace offer made
by the other gide befpre the Geneva Conference opened, his terms
geemed designed to preclude rather than encourage negotiation.

_ ‘ In fact, they were generally considered to be totally unrealisiic
fﬁ%f ) in view of the heavy vietminh {nfiltration of the Freanch Deltas,
T the PAVN build-up at pien Bien Phu, tho:gldesprcad Vietminh

'guerrilla activities throughout v1etnab; ;nd the td:al v1etmihh

* .
Both figures include military dependents.
Rk
The New York Times, March 6, 1954.
(THIS PAGE IS'UNCLASSIFIED)
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control of a large area in Central Vietnam and of several important
areas in South Vietnanm. ' .
kU) Instead of countering with a peace proposal, the Vietminh

responded to Laniel's terms the following week by launching their
long-anticipated attack on Dien Bien Phu and a general offensive
throughout Vietnam.

v When the Geneva Conference opened after the.fall of Dien

~Bien Phu, France was the first to propose terms for a cease-fire.
This time it demanded no specific pattern of regroupment, but simply
proposed that "regular units" in Vietnam be regrouped "in assembly

) areas to be defined by the Conference, on the basis of proposala-by'“

the Commanders-in-Chief."" . ,

Q) Two days later, the Vietminh presented their own cease-fire

~ proposal. - They too avoided suggesting specific Tegroupment areas,
but made clear that they expected areas for Communiﬁt forces in each
of the three Associated States, and wanted French forces in Vietnam
confined to a "minimum" number of areas pending their totaziwithdrawal'
from all of Indochina.** . .

(U) In subsequent negotiations, the Vietminh sought to obtain

agreement on the "principles“ of regroupment prior to discussion of
any concrete proposals for regroupment areas. This was a familiar
tactic of the Communists when they wished to stall negotiatioms or
obtain general commitments which they could later interpret in
specific terms as they saw fit.***
J) }M/ Pham Van Dong made the first move in this direction. In
his statement to the Conference,‘he presented the Vietminh position
with regard to "the central question' of delimiting regroupment areas.
This position, stated.in terms of "principles," called for the

* ' ' :
. (@ Geneva Conference, U.S. Document, May 8, IC/L (U), Confidential,
. 'Y 3 . O .. .
€U)  Geneva Conference, May 10; IC/& (U), Confidential.

.. () ***For example, at the concurrent Conference: on Korea, the USSR
vas insisting that delegates agree on general principles for a political
settlement, leaving all the controversial but basic issues for “further"
examination. See The Korean Problem at the Geneva Conference, Depart-
ment of State, No. 5609, ICOS II (Far Eastern), October 4, 1954, USSR

draft resolution p. 146, and Canada's comments on pp. 160?l&’%=%ﬁ3§?%?ﬂ
| hhi
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designation of areas "for each theatre of operations of whatever size"
(L.e., in each of the Associated States) where regroupment would
involve,

0) M an exchange of territory, taking into account
( the following elements: area, populationm,

political bent, economic problems, in such a
fashion that each of the parties shall be left
with the zones in one piece, relatively large
in size, permitting viable economies and admini-
strative controls in each zone. The line of
demarcation of these zones should insofar as
possible follow geographic features or other
easily recognizable features of the terrain, and
its course should avoid insofar as possible
creating difficulties for communications and
transport into the respective zones.*

(U) Dong's statement was generally interpreted as suggesting
a settlement in Vietnam based on the principle of paftitidn, a
solution publicly and privately rejected by France, the GVN,
and the U.S. | ‘ }

q));é?z" When the Geneva military talks got under way on June 2,
the Vietminh began by asking the French for their views on Dong's
"principles of readjustment of zones" and indicated that these
proposals should form the basis of talks and agreemenﬁs.

(U) Though the French were definitely interested in what Bidault
referred to as Dong's "enigmatic" proposal, they could not readily
discuss the possibility of partition -- a solution they had officially
disavowed ~-- at meetings attended by the South Viethamese.**

(0) }d/ w Therefore, thé French military representative replied that

Dong's proposal had dealt chiefly with political and economic issues

and\odly incidentally with strategic matters; and, further, that a

discussion of the "principles" of regroupment was beyond the competence:
of the military representatives. He proposed that discussions be
based, instead, on Laniel's March 5 concrete proposéls, ﬁhich could

be modified "aven in major respects.” Though he invited the ;

o * . — .- - i
(U) Geneva Conference, U.S. Document: “Statement of Pham Van Dong,
dated May 25, 1954," itea 1 (0), Confidential.

Ak .
Q1)) Jean Lacouture and Philippe Devillers, La Pin d'une Guerre,
Editions du Sevil, Paris, 1960, p. 95, fn. 4, and p. 123.
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to submit cheif own concrete proposals, the latter insisted that v
they could not discuss specific details without prior agreement on

‘ "principles."*

(\)) M @ Trying another tack, the French asked the Vietminh to
specify the areas in North Vietnam over which they claimed military
control. As they so often did at conferences, the Communists
sought to learn as much as possible about the adversary's position
before revealing their own. Claiming that they were unprepared to
submit the information requested, the Vietmin@aasked the French to

- 1list the areas they claimed to control-throughaut Vietnam, promising..
to submit their own list later on. The French promptly complied,
at which point the VietminhiquestionedbFrencb criteria for claims
of military "superiority," "supremacy," or "control" in a given area.
(The French admitted privately to the U.S. that theit‘claims were
excessive inasmuch as they included areas actually heavily infiltrated
by the Vietminh.) ¥ .

(f)) [?ﬁf“’ In presenting their own territorial claims two days later,
the Vietminh acknowledged French control.of population centers but
claimed Vietminh control of all surrounding areas.'a position that
the French rejected. The widely divergent views of the two sides
were essentially as follows:

Q)‘) Mm French position: An area was "controlled" by
one party if its troops could move within the
area wherever and whenever they pleased. A line
of communication was controlled '"when a party
could use it regardless of difficulties it might
have in doing so."

(:?),};é?f’a Vietminh position: A party could claim "control"
over an area only if its bases and forces were

secure’ (and the forces had a minimum liberty of
action), and if its local administration was
generally accepted by the population, whose
security and livelihood it could guarantee. But
if one of these conditions was lacking, or was
not present in a sufficient degree, then the
party did not control the area.

J) (’ Using these criteria, the Vietminh asserted that they

* ¥
(V) Geneva Tel., USDEFREP, GENTO 50, June 5, 1954 (U), Secret,
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and the remainder was ''disputed area'" -- a label they applied especially
to the territory around the French centers and to the routes of com-
munication between these ceanters. - ‘
0)}))13’ Rejeeting this analysis, the French reeponded that a party
controlled an area if it had incontestable superiority over the other
side, despite the latter's capability to infiltrate. For example, in
many populated areas claimed by the Vietminh, the French noted that
relations between the .FUF and the villagers were good, markets were
frequent, and traffic was intense on roads and highways. Mountainous
- reglons were generally subject to eatry by both sides, and therefore -
could not be considered "controlled" by either.*

(,)3 Zfr @ Vhen the French and Vietminh exchanged maps in support of
their respective claims, the Vietminh map proved to be a "photographic
negative'" of the Freanch map.**

&\)) %(') After the two sides had signed a summary account of their
neetings, the talks recessed on June 18 without having actually dealt
with the quescion of regroupment areas. However, the territorial claims
made by both sides -- and French acknowledgement of certain Vietminh
claims -- undoubtedly influenced the subsequent aliocation of provisional
‘regroupment areas, the location of the partition line, and the choice
of some PAVN military targets during the remainder of the Confereuce.

m) For example, during the talks, the Freach acknowledged that
the Vietminh controlled the Ham Tan/Xuyen Moc region, part of the
Plaine des Joncs, and the Camau Peninsula, areas later designated for
the provisional regroupment of the PAVN. They also admitted that the
PAVN. "controlled" the Troc region south of the 18th parallel, an admis-" c ﬂi{ﬁf
sion that must have made it more difficult for the French politieal “ -

(U) “Geneva Tel., USDEFREP, GENTO 57, June 11, and GENTO 65, Jume 21, .
1954 (U), Secret,

J 9@{' &  ""GCeneva Tel., USDEFREP, GENTO 58, and GENTO 59, June 16, 1954 (U).
In the course of negotiations the Vietminh proposed vhat amounted to
a "tiger stripe" arrangement of alternating bands acrosés Central Vietnam:-
vhich would be controlled by one party or the other. Molotov repeated
the proposal to the French Prime Minister toward the close of the '
Conference. The French considered such a solution militarily unacq
ceptable. g_M 2

*kk ' - jhew
(U) Geneva, GENTO 65,.0p. eit. (U), Secret, V, Items 1-4; Geneva Tel.
SECTO 589, July 11, 1954 (U) Secret.
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negotiators to cling to their demand for partition at the 18th. Yet,
according to senior French military authorities, this parallel was

the only militarily safe line for particion.*

) M @ The claim by the French military negotiators that the FUF
controlled the Pleiku/Ankh& region and. Route 19 (approximately at the
1l4th parallel) was quickly disproved in the field. While discussions
were in progress, PAVN forces prepared for a major attack in this region
where the French had no reserves. As the talks recessed, the French

were compelled to begin withdrawing their 3, 198-man task force from

‘Ankhé toward Pleiku. Ten days and several bloody ambhshés latet the

Vietminh had demonstrated who controlled (Route. 19: when the Freach ™
task force reached Pleiku, it had lost 1,593 of its men and most of
its equipment. When the remaining forces a:Cemptéd to withdraw south-
ward'from Pleiku to.Banmethuot, they were ambushed and defeated by
the Vietminh at Hleo, near the 13th parallel.**

(U) Actually, throughout the Conference, France's bargaining
power with respect to regroupment areas was constantly being eroded
in the field. For example, in May when French forcés:began:evacuating
and destroying their coﬁcrete fortifications in the West Tonkin Delta,
Vietminh ambushes and acts of sabotage often immobilized the newly
created mobile striking forces that the French were using to protect
isolated garrisons, thus enabling the PAVN to take over many posts
(usually those held by Vietnamese militia) and expand their territorial
control. Im North Central Vietnam, French withdrawal from Ankh& in
mid-June left the whole plateau region to the Vietminh. And when the
FUF ccmpleted tightening its Delta perimeter in early July, moving
into what the French referred to as the "useful Delta" (see map, p. 123)
it left the entire South Delta to the Vietminh. ’

() *Sce the opinions of: General Henri Navarre, op. cit., p. 269;.
General Paul Ely, L'Indochine dans la Towxmente, Plon, Paris, 1964,
p. 112, 5b, and p. 168; General Delteil, Geneva Tel., 135, July 23,
1954 (U) Secret.,

. Fo: a description of the withdrawal, see Bernard B. Pall,
Street Without Joy, The Stockpole Company, Harrisburg, Penn. 1961
p. 190 £f. .
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(éé?;;' This withdrawal was completed without advance notice to
GVN authorities, whom it embittered, or to French negotiators at

*
" Geneva, whom it embarrassed.

(o\

(V)

o LU)W For French Union Forces: im North Vietnam, the

()

(U) To support Vietminh claims at Geneva that they controlled
"almost all territory of Vietnam," Vietminh guerrillas destroyed
bridges, tore out railroad tracks, cut roads, blew up gasoline depots,
and destroyed a major water reservoir outside Haiphong.

m’.‘ To break the morale of Vietnamese troops, the Vietminh
launched a propaganda barrage that underscored French defeat at
Dien Bien Phu, enlarged upon each new PAVN military advance, and
predicted victory at Geneva. These efforts met with a measure of
success. As the talks continued at Geneva, an increasing number of
Vietnamese troops fell victim to self-inflicted injuries, deserted
singly or in groups (with their weapons), abandoned posts entrusted

to them, or betrayed FUF positions to the énemy.** »

)} Thére were other factors, too, that weakened the "Prench
bargaining position during the Conference. Early in.June, the GZoire"
and the Montcalm, two French ships equipped for evacuation but not ‘
for offensive action, left France en route to Haiphong. And on June 18
the hardliner, Premier Joseph Laniel, was replaced by Mendes-France,

a long-time advocate of peace through negotiations, who promised to
ahieve a cease-fire in thirty days or resign.

19277], About a week before the self-imposed deadline, the French
offered the Vietminh a plan for regroupment based on partition at
approximately the 18th parallel. Provisional assembly areas were
delimited as follows:\\

"useful Delta" aleng the current battle line.

(U) .Geneva Tels., SECTO 549, July 1 (U), Secret, amd SECTO 555, July-

3, 13954 (U)’ Secret. . . o
(@ Because, with few exceptions, the Vietminh allowed the French-

to withdraw unmolested along routes previously under daily bombardment,.

and instead directed their attacks against VN units left behind — <

without artillery -- to protect the French withdrawal, there were many-

who suspected that the French had made a deal with the Vietminh, a e

charge the French denied. Dept. to Paris, Tel., 5, June 30, 1954 (U),.A

Secret. '

)] ** Geneva. Conference, U.S. Document: "U.S. National Intelligence:
Estimate, June 16, 1954" (U), Secret, and Saigon Tel., OARMA - MC37§,

July 13,.1954 (U), Secret. ~v— o vvsracmm Y e —— T
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ﬁ;éa’]'l For Vietminh Forces: in Central Vietnam, Quang Ngai and R
T Binh Dinh provinces; and in South Vietnam, the Ham Tan/
Xuyen Moc regiom, the vicinity of Long-My, and the Camau
Peninsula (areas already under Vietminh control).

In this proposal the only major assemblf;nrea offered to .
the Vietminh in Cochin China was Camau, from which their forces were
to withdraw in 90 days. The entire final regroupment was to be

ompl ted in 380 days.

é({' Aside from shifting the demarcation line from the 18t:h

to the 17th parallel (a decision made by Mendes~France himself)
and a shortening of the period for final regroupment, the notable
difference between the Geneva Agreement and the above French proposal
was that the Agreement granted the Vietminh an additional large area
in Cochin China along Cambodia's border (the Plaine des Joncs), and
allowed the PAVN to hold the Camau Peninsula for 200 instead of 90

L .

.(U) When the Conference opened, the French and their allies
hoped that the FUF might hold the Tonkin Delta for an indefinite
period after the cease-fire. But once the French had officially
accepted the Vietminh proposal to partition Vietnam, the question of
the deadline for regroupment of forces on either side of the demarca-
tion line became a major issue.

(U) Whereas the Vietminh wanted the French forces to withdraw
rapidly to enable the DRV to consolidate its hold over North Vietnam -
prior. to the all Vietnam electiéns in 1956, the French were interested
in keeping the FUF in North Vietnam for as long as possible. This
would enable them to ‘deter a Vietminh resumption of hostilities after-

the cease-fire (and provide a foothold for allied intervention should
this occur), to back-stop French economic negotiations with the DRV, -
and, ultimately, to permit a safe and orderly evacuation of French
forces and equipment, of French and: Vietnamese government property, of
civilian refugees, and —— should’economic negotiations with the DRV

*
(m Geneva Tel. 135., op. ott. (U), Secret.
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gail —- of French industrial equipment a8 well. In fact, since &
threat of removal of this equipment was credible only 8o long as the
FUF remained to effect, or protect, the removals, its‘presence was
essential until Franco/Vietminh negotiations were completed.

(U) However, since the choice of a deadline for FUF withdrawal
was linked by the Vietminh to the date for elections, and this, in
turn, was a major bargaining point in negotiating for the line of
partition, no agreement was possible on & withdrawal deadline until
the other issues were resolved in the closing days of the Conference.

(U) Initially, the Vietminh demanded that withdrawal be completed
in 60 to 80 days, elections be held in six wmonths, and the demarcation
line be drawn at the i6th patallel.* By mid-July, they had conceded
180 days for regroupment and a maximum of one and a half years for
elections. But the French insisted that they needed & minimum of
380 days to complete their_withdrawale,ff and wanted a two-year-delaf
for elections and partition at the 18th parallel. i

(U) As part of the general last-minute bargaining process, when
{it: was agreed that elections would be held in two years and partition
would be at the 17th parallel, {t was also agreed that withdrawal
would be completed by May 19, 1955, 300 days from the date of entry
into force of the Geneva Agreement.

(U) It is doubtful that the date when North Vietnam would be
free of French troops was gelected capriciously. In view of the
Vietminh predilection for scheduling political events on special
anniversaries, wé may\fssume that May 19 was chosen because it was

Ho Chi Minh's birthday.

* ! '

(U) Though the Vietminh insisted on partition at the 13th parallel
at one point Gimmcdintely'after the French defeat at Ankh€), their
basic bargaining line seeas to have been around the 16th.

(v Three hundred and give days for evacuatiom under ideal condi-
tions, and 75 days extra for a margin of error and nacts of God."
Geneva Tel., SECTO 637, July 17, 1954 (U), Secret.

, .
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*
(U) REGROUPMENT PROVISIONS IN THE GENEVA AGREEMENT

(U) Under the ‘terms of the Geneva Agreement the cease-fire was - \\:;
scheduled to move southward in three successivé steﬁs, becoming ef- E
fective in North Vietnam on July 27, in Central Vietnam on August 1,
and in South Vietnam on August 11, 1954, the deadline for a simultaneous-
cease-fire throughout Indochina (Art. 11).

(U) The Demarcation Line and the Dcmiliﬁﬁriz?d Zone

(U) The agreement divided Vietnam in two by a “provisional .
military demarcation line" (Art. 1). Beginning on the coast at the
17th parallel, it extended westward to the Laos frontier and eastward
i{nto territorial waters by a line perpendicular to the coast (Art. 4).
Where the demarcation line (DML) coincided with a waterway, the waters ,
were to be open to civil navigation of either party wherever opposite o
banks were controlled by the opposite parties. For these gaterﬁgys,”'
the Joint Comission (JC) was to establish rules of navigation (Art. 3).
W A demilitarized zone (DMz) "of not more th#n 5 kilometers"
was to be established on either side of the DML (Art. 1, para. 3),
and from this zone all military forces and materiel were to be with-
drawn within 25 days of the entry into force of the Agreement (Art. 5).**
(U) The Commander-in-Chief of each party was responsible for
civil administration and relief in his half of the DMZ, and for deter-
mining the number of persons (unarmed) assigned to thege activities —-
provided that this nqmbér did not exceed a figure to be set by the

Rk
Trung Gia Military Coumission (TGMC) or the Joint Commission.

(v) *Por the text of :the Geneva Agreement see: Miscellaneous No. 20
(1954) , Further Documents Relating to the Discussion of Indo-China
at the Geneva Conference, June 16-July 21, 1954, Cmnd. 9239 (London:
HMSO, August, 1954).

. The Timetable of regroupment appears on page 26 below.

ok

4] July 22 was the date of eatry into force of the Agreement. All
provisions became effective as of this date with the exception of
those relating to the ceasg-fire {tself (Art. 47).

T T .
(v 1t will be recalled that the TGMC functioned for sgveral weeks
after the Conference ended. s gemsmd 1% ff;"‘?’ﬁ '

A INCLLASSITFIED
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The latter was also responsible for determining the number of civil
police allowed in the DMZ and the arms they might carry (Art. 8).

(U) With the exception of the two supervisory bodies (the Joint
Commission and the International Commission for Supervision and
Control (ICC)]; no one was to cross the DML without authorization
from the JC; and nomne was to enter the DMZ unless concerned with
civil administration and relief in the area, or specifically author-
ized to enter by the JC (Arts. 6, 7, 9).

(U) Provisional Regroupment

(U) To ensure the safety of military and JC personnel during
regroupment, each party was required to remove and neutralize its land
and water mines and other dangerous devices within a period to be <

determined by the TGMC; to place markers wherever the task was in- :

complete; and to inform the JC of any military obstacles to its free’
circulation known to exist after the withdrawal of forces (Art. 12a).

(U) Each party's regroupment into its provisional assembly
areas, and the other party's provi